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PREFACE

This report describes an evaluation of Project Information Packages
(PIP8), & specific type of packaging, as field teated by the United States
Office of Education (USOE) for the diffusion of four bilingual projects.
The field test began with the dissemination of the PIPs in the fall of
1976. The evaluation described here began about nine months later {summer,
1977} and continued through the 1978-1979 school year.

This report consists of three volumea, a8 follows:

Volume I, the pregsent volume, comprises {a) an executive summary of
the study questions and findings, (b} an introduction to the study (Sec-
tion 1), (c) a non-technical summary of Substudy I, the process evaluation
of the PIP diffusion effort {(Section 2}, and (d) a non~technical summary
of Substudy II, the evaluation of the impact of the diffusion effort on
students (Section 3). This volume i8 iatended to provide a self-contained
overview of the policy-related study questione and conclusions.

Volume II, the Technical Discussion and APPendices, documents the
methodology and resulte of the two substudies and provides more detailed
discussions of conclusions and recommendations. Thia volume also includes
five appendices: {a) site-by~aite results of the process substudy, (b}
site~by~site results of the impact substudy, (c)} the complete conceptual
framework used in the process evaluation substudy, {d} a comparative analy-

gis of the contents of the four bilingual PIPs, and (e) a summary of the

major, mi¢~study inputs from the study advisory panel.

Volume III, i8 a collection of spe:ific evaluation guideiines and job
aides that were developed for the use of the field=-test sites and which
have been organized in the format of a Prototype Evaluation Manual. This

volume should be viewed as a preliminary draf: rather than a finished pro-
duct. Further, it deals in detail only with the evaluation of student
achievement, which is only one component of a cnmplete, bilingual program

evalivation.




AR EVALUATION OF PRO.TECT INFORMATION PACKAGES (PIPs)
AS USED FOR THE DIFFUSION OF BILINGUAL PROJECTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The study described here was a field test uof Project Information
Packages (PIPs). A PIP is a set of manuals and other materials intended
to help a echool dietrict adopt and implement an exemplary educational
project. In this field test, four PIPe were evaluated, each of which
described a different bilingual project.

This study wge one of a series of d:l.ffus:l.onl studies funded by the
United States Office og Education (USOE)} to inveatigate the effectiveness
of PIP~type packaging.” RMC has also participated in two other diffusion
field tests in this series. These field teste evaluated PIPs that de-
scribed compensatory-education projects. The general conclusions preasnted
here reflect the experience of all three field tests {see Bibliography,
page 61).

The intended audience for thie summary, and for the aesociated final
report, Includes those iInterested in the planning, implementation, or eval-
vation of large—scale, educational diffusion efforts. The study did not

examine either the methods or the effectiveness of bilingual education.

This summary is orgsnized under four headinge:
¢ Synopeis of the Bilingual-~PIP Field Test

# The Study Questions and the Dual RMC Role
® Substudy I: Diffusion of Projects via PIPs
® Substudy II: fmpact on Achievement

The firet two sections provide the background for the etudy conclu=~
8ione, while the latter two sections describe the major conclusions,
recommendations, and products of the study.

l"D:l.ffua:l.on" in this report means the tranefer of educational proj-
ecte or pructices to adopting school districts. The term implies imple-
mentation of the projects/practices. 'Dissemination," by contrast, means
transmitting information about projects/practices. Implementation is not
necesrarily implied.

2"Packag:l.ns," in this report, means {a) the systematic analyeis of
project features, plus (b} development of descriptive and how—to-do-it
materials.

fv/ v
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Synopsis of the Bilingual~PIP Field Test

ho Was Involved in the Field Test?

The evaluation of the bilingual PIPs was funded by the Office of
Education for a 30-month period (1977-1979), and conducted by RMC Research
Corporation. The diffusion effort inveolved 19 scheool districts across the
country, each of which received an ESEA Title VII grant to implement one of
four packaged, bilingual prejacts.

What Were the Origins of the Four BilingRual Profects?

The four projects were originally develeoped by local school districts
for their own students, were identified as exemplary by another contractor
in a USOE-sponsored natienwide segrch, and were validated by the Joint
Dissemination Review Panel {(JDRP) . The projects are:

¢ Project Adelante, from Corpus Christi, Texas......Spanish/English

¢ Project Nuevos Horizoates, from Houston, Texas....Spanish/English

¢ Project Savoir, from St. John Valley, Maine.......French/English

¢ Project Venceremos, from Alice, TeXa@8.eseessee0+0++5panish/English

What Were the Origina and Contents of the PIPs?

The four PIPs were developed by CEMREL Inc. under a separate USOE
contract. Each package consisted of a set of how-to~do-it manuals, plus
a synchronized tape and filmstrip, and some awareness materials. In
general, a different manual was prepared for each type of project staff
member--project director, teacher, instructional consultant, evaluator,
and so on. Some of the PIPs also included 2 manual for the use of per-
formance objectives, a staff development manual, and a few site=-developed
instructional materials.

How (ere the Bilingusl PIPs Disseminated?

Dissemination and support services. The PIPs were disseminated by
USOE via the netwerk of 15 Bilingual Training Resource Centers (TRCs)
funded by the USOE Office of Bilingual Education (OBE). These centers
provided PIP-awareness materials to target LEAs in their regions and fol~-
lowed up with telephone calls. Many also helped LEAs prepare Title VII
grant applicatiens, and later provided staff training services under the
same conditiens that they provided training to other Title VII programs.

3The JDRP is a panel formed jointly by USOE and the Mational Insti=~

tute of Education (NIE) to review all projects or practices proposed for
digsemination under USOE or NIE sponsorship.
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Grant application procedures. LEAs used PIP materials to help in
preparing Title VII grant applications with the understanding that each
successful applicant would receive a copy of the appropriate PIP at no
cost. However, most applicants were instructed not to mention the PiPs
and were presumably judged anonymously along with all other Title VII
applications.

What Were the Results of the Bilingual PIP Diffusion Effort?

Adoption. The awareness materials and telephone calls produced very
few applications for PIPa. Most of the 19 adoptions resulted from per~
aonal contacts between local personnel and state or federal officials.

The process of matching the three different Spanish/English projects
to specific adopter-site needs and resources was based on superficial
project characteristics and, in effect, assignment was virtually random.
The lack of procedures for selecting among the PIPs had little effect on
the field-test results, however, since there were few major differences
among the PIP projects.

Inplementation. RMC site visitors reported that, in their judgments,
the bilingual-program featurcs implemented in most of the field-teat sites
ranged from adequate to excellent by current stendarda. However, since
the focus was on the effectiveness of the PIP packagea as diffusion tools,
formal assessment of program quality was not included in the study. The
central question was whether the sites followed PIP guidelines closely.

The answer waa that, in general, they did not. F:tensive adzptation
was the rule, often {in RMC’s judgment) with good justification. In fact,
the PIPs were found to be a relatively minor influence in most gites.
Program characteristics were shaped largely by local factors, federal and
state regulations, outside consultants, and neighboring LEA programs.
However, the lack of replication should no¢ be construed as a deficiency
of the field-test-site programs. On balance, deviations from the PIP
guidelines probably improved suitability to local conditiona.

Thus, while the bilingual programs in the 19 field-test sites could
be considered a collective success In terms of project features, the PIP-
based diffusion effort was not successful. The major breakdowns in the
diffusion effort came in:

e Establishing diffusion-system goals

¢ Selecting projects for diffuvaion
e Packaging the projects
e Selecting and training diffusion agents
In short, the major breakdowns occurred in the planning and preparation

stages, well before any target LEAs became Involved in the diffusion
effort.




The Study Questions and the Dual RMC Role

There were two basic types of questions addressed in this study
resulting, in effect, in two distinct substudies. BRMC played very
different roles in the two substudies.

Substudy I. Diffusion of Projects via PIPs

Substudy I question. The major focus of this substudy (and of the
study as a whole) was on the effectiveness of the four bilingual-PIP
puckages in establishing the exemplary projects in the field-test sites.
This substudy was primarily a pProcess evaluation of project adoption and
implementation, focusing on these four PIP packages. It was not: (a)

a study of the four bilingual projects chosen for PIP packaging, or (b}
a comparison of alternstive diffusion approaches.

RMC role in Substudy I. RMC was an outside evaluator of the PIP
packages. RMC did not participate in: {(a) developing the four exemplary
bilingual projects in the originating sites, (b} selecting the four proj-
ects for diffusion, (¢} developing the four bilingual PIPs, (d) dissemi-
nating the four bilingual PIPs, or (e} implementing the Projects in the
19 field=test sites,

Substudy II. Impact on Students

Substudy II question. A secondary study question concerned the im=~

" pact of the PIP-based diffusion effort on student achievement (attitudes
and other impacts were examined, but in less depth)}. That is:

e Did program changes resulting from the diffusion effort lead
directly to improved achievement?

This question yas of secondary interest, because there was no guar-
antee that the intended program c¢hanges would occur and, in any caae, the
programs could only be dbserved in their first two {developmental} years.

Answering this question required a specialized, limited form of out-
come evaluation. The study did not address the general outcome question=-

"How well did the bilingual-program students perform?" since change (im-
provement} in student achievement is the goal of a diffusion effort, and
high performance levels are not proof of improvement, nor are low levels
proof that no improvement has occurred.

RMC role in Substudy II. RMC used local achievement evaluations from
the 19 field=-test sites in the attempt to determine the impact of the
diffusion effort on student achievement. RMC also played a major role as
consultant to the aites on outcome evaluation, but final suthority was re-
tained by the site, as was responsibility for all teasting and for data
analysis.




Substudy I: Diffuysfon of Projecce via PIPs

Conclugions

The principal contribution of the bilingual-PIP field test was to
reemphasize the need for a more orderly, aystematic apProach to planning
all diffuaion efforts. This need was equally apparent in the two
compensatory-education-PIP field teata.

The final report for thia atudy treats a diffusion effort as a system

compoaed of six major elements:
1. The diffusion goals set by the agency that plane the system.

2« The projecte4[2ractices available for diffusion.

3. The target LEAa, with their specific attitudes, needs, and re-
sources.

4. The delivery eyatem for bringing the projects/practices and
the target LFAs together, including personnel, materials
{e.g., PIPs), and all other resources.

5. The incentives for LEAs to {(or not to) adopt projects and imple-
ment them accurately.

6. The competition faced by the system in the form of lawe and
regulstions, other formal or informal diffusion systems, etc.

In the PIP diffnesion attempts, these 8iX elements were conaidered
in isolstion; some of them were not considered at all. The major recom-
mendation from thia study ie that all six elements should be conaidered
exPlicitly and eystematicallY, in planning or analyzing a diffusion study.
The major product of the study is a concePtual framework that can facili~

tate such ayatematic plenning or analysis.

The following paragraphs first summarize the general conclusions of
the three PIP field tests and then indicate the conclusions specific to
thia bilingual-PIP atudy. The conclusions gre organized according to the
six diffuaion-syatem elements listed above.

4The report makes a critical diatinction between “'programs'" and
"projects." A "project™ coneists of procedures and guidelines, staff
specifications, materiala, and so on, that can, in principle, be trans-
ported to an adopter aite. The project is distinguished from the "context"
which includes the actual personnel, students, facilities, and community.
A program ia a project as it actually operatea in a particular context
{i.e., program = project + context)., A major difficulty in many diffusion
efforts is that a program is validated but a project 18 disseminated. In
aome cases, it appeara that the context, not the project, is actually the
exemplary component of the program and, of course, an exemplary context
{e.g., exemplary teachers) cannot be disseminated.
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l. Gosls of the plannink afencY. At the most general level, the
USOE gosel for the PIP diffusion efforts was to promote cost-effective im~
provement for studente and staff. Specific PIP~diffusion goals included:

A. Diffusion of intact, exemplsry projeCCS‘as validated by the JDRP.

B. Rapid, efficient implementation in new adopter sites.
C. Minimal technical sssistance {stand-alone packsging).
D. Positive impsct on student achievement.

These goals may be reasonable ones for certain diffusion efforts
involving structured, instructional procedures, and LEAs with strong
incentives to follow the printed guidelines closely. However, as will
be seen under the five following headings {i.e., projects, target LEAs,
delivery system, incentives, and competition}, and under "Impact Conclu-
sions," these goals are not widely appropriate to and, specifically, are
inconeistent with the realities of bilingual programs. The four goals
listed above could be revised for bilingual~education diffusion efforts
as follows:

A. Diffusion of exemplary practices {i.e., components of bilingual
projects) since most bilingual projects are too complex to be
adopted intact by another school district {see foctnote &, above,
and "projects/practices," below).

Gradual imPlementation, with long=~term staff development {see
Target "EAs).

A balence of technical assistance and Packafing, wita packaging
formats tailored to the needs of the LEAs, the characteristics

of the exemplary practices, and the overall approach to technical
assistance (see Delivery System).

Positive impact on student achievement should remain as one of
the ultimate goals of bilingual-education diffusion efforts,

but the problems of measuring impact in gchool settings sghould
be recognized. Practices should be validated under more con-
trolled conditions than are possible in large-scale field tests.
Fleld=test evaluations should focus on implementation of the
exemplary practices {see Substudy II: Impact on Achievement}.

2, Projects/practices available for diffusion. It can be argued
that the set of projects/practices is the most important element of the
diffusion effort. The projects chosen for PIP-packaging were selected
from among exemplary programs operating in echool districts. Selection
techniques did not separate context effects from project effects nor were
project characteristics analyzed adequately in terms of target-LEA needs
and resources.




L] gggigcta or practicea muat be carefully analyzed, and selected
to match the needs and reascurcea of the target LEAs. For exam-
ple, while the four bilingual projects chosen for PIP packaging
depended heavily on good bilingual teachere following general
guidelinea, many field-teat aitea did not have auch teachera and
therefore needed specific instructional procedurea that ~ould be
uaed by monolinguel Engliaeh-spesking teachers with Spanish/French-
apeaking aides.

¢ Adoption of whole, intact projecta is reasonable only for encap-
gulated, inatructional projecta {e.g., & pull~out, reading leb}.
Projecta affecting the operation of the school as a whole ahould
be treated aa a collection of comPonenta {management components,
instructional componenta, parent involvement componenta, and 80
on} that can be disseminated am separate units. Typically, an
exemplary bilingual program ia made up of many euch highly inter-
dependent and context-determined components and cannot be diffused
as an intact unit.

3. Target LT=As, It la generally acknowledged that LEAa vary widely
in terma of:

¢ Student needs

e Staff and material reaocurcea

¢ Organizational atructures

¢ Readineea and motivation for change
¢ Information aaeking behavior

The PIP atudiea have shown that theae variatea affect both the kinde
of projecta/practicea needed and the kinda of disaeemination activitiea that
are required. The nymber of targef. LEAs with aimilar needs ahould alao be
taken into account in planning diffuaion activitiea.

LEAa that are potential targeta for the diffuaion of bilingual proj-
ects/practices cover the complete rangea on all of the above variatea.
Therefore, the apecific target pool muat be carefully analyzed and clearly
defined be.ore planning any bilingual~project diffuaion effort. Two im=-
portant generalizationa cen be made: {a) Many target LEAs require exten-
sive, long~term staff development programs in order to implement guccessful
bilingual programs. Rapid atart-up la aimply not feaaible; (b) Target
pools for Spaniah-Englieh projects/practicea are likely to be large.

Target pools for other languagea will be much emaller and require very
different diffuaeion approachea.

4s Delivery aystem. The delivery ayatem includes all peraonnel,
materiala, and other reaourcea used to bring the projecta/practices and
the target LEAs together. In this atudy, the major componenta of the
delivery syatem were the PIPa and {aecondarily) the TRCa.




A delivery system must provide awareness plus technical subPbort for
selection and implementation of the projects/practices. In most kinds of
diffusion efforts, an integrated mix of personnel and packaging is needed
for an effective deliverv system. PIP-type, stand-alone packaging is
suitable under only a few, speciaiized conditions.

The PIP studies have shown that printed materials (whether in PIP or
other formats) are well sulted to providing reference information, but not
to:

¢ focusing attention ot key project festures,

@ persuading adopters to try new ldeas,

¢ identifying problems and providing feedback, or

¢ providing reassurance,

all of which are essential delivery-system functions. Other media {(e.g.,
film, videotape) appear to have some of the same problems, although they
were not evaluated in these studies.

The major recommendation of this study {and the other PIP studies) is
that a systematic approach should be used in planning diffusion systems.
In practice, this means that the delivery system must be designed to fit
the goals, projeccs/practices. target LEAs, incentives, and competition
that constitute the other msjor elements of the diffusion system.

In general, a combination of packaging and technical assistance will
be required. However, elaborate packaging (e.g., PIPs) is expensive and
time consuming. It is cost effective only for lsrge pools of target LEAs,
and for projects/practices that will not pecome obsolete too quickly.

These generalizatione apply equally to delivery systems for bilingual
or non~bilingual projects/practices. A need for complementary efforts
in local capacity building, while not unique to bilingual education, should
be a special concern here due to the ghort aupply of experienced bilingual
personnel in many target LEAs.

5. Incentives. The PIF studies and other diffusion studies have
shown that LEAs must be strongly motivated before they will make changes.
Incentives to change may be provided by the desires of LEA persomnel to
improve programs or by legal requirements to provide new aervices. How-
ever, these kinds of incentives usually do not motivate adopters to read
printed materials carefully or to follow guidelines closely.

Certain external incentives~-gpecifically the USOE requirement of de~
tailed complisnce with guidelines as a condition of funding--proved effec~
tive in the original, compensatory-education~-PIP field test, but ctntinuing

-uge of funds in this manner is not consistent with current USOE pr'-.cy.

A reasonable expectation that target LEAs will be motivated to adopt

the projects or practices should be 8 prerequisite for developing a diffu-
sion effort. Aseuming that strong, externsl incentives *o replicate

xi1

I2




&ccurately will not be provided (and probably would not be appropriate),
substantial adaptation of projects/practices (bilingual or otherwise)
should be anticipated.

6. Competition. A diffusion system intended to promote adoption of
specific projects or practices may be in direct competition with: (a)
federal regulations or laws; (b) state regulations or laws; (c)} local
regulations, policies, and exiating programs; (d)} other LEAs promoting
alternative practices; (e} professional organizations promoting alterna~
tive practices; (f) commercial organizations promoting alternative prac~
tices; and (g) other diffusion systems promoting alternative practices.

The alternative projects/practices and their sources must be under-
stood if the diffusion of specific projects or practices is to be success~
ful. Por each potentially comp:ting source, the diffusion-system planners
must decide whether to adapt to the conflicting position (often required
where laws are involved) or to compete directly. This principle holds in
all areas of education, but bilingual education is affected by an espe~
clally wide variety of laws and regulations that must be taken into ac-
count in planning a diffusion effort.

Summary of Substudy I Conclusions

The major conclusion of this and the other PIP studies is that a
successful diffusion effort rsquires systematic planning. This planning
must take into sccount:

goals

projects/practices

target LFAs
delivery system

Incentives

competition

Substudy I Products

The major product of the diffusion substudy is a conceptual frame~
work that can facilitate plamnning (or analyzing) a diffusion system. The
conventions that were developed for generating such frameworks are de-
scribed in Volume II of this report. The specific framework that was
used in the Substudy I analysis is included as an appendix in Volume 1I.

A second product is a detailed, comparative analVsis of the features
of the four projects described in the PIPs., This analysis is alsc included
as an appendix in Volume II, and is intended for the reader who wishes (a)
to determine whether the PIPs contain information relevant to hiis or her
interests, or (b} to understand more clearly why RMC judged that there
were few real differences among the four bilingusl projects.




Substudy II: Tmpact on Achievement

Conclusions

In the impact substudy, RMC consulted extensively with the field-
test sites on the design and implementation of their required, Title VII
project evaluations. BRMC then reviewed {and, in some cases, reanalyzed)
the local data, thoroughly and attempted to use the results to determine
the impact of the diffusion effort on student achievement (aee page 4).

This attempt was unsuccessful. While subjective impressions aug«
gested that some (perhaps most)} of the 19 programs were effective, techni-
cal problems with the evaluations precluded any clear, objective evidence,
positive or negative, on the extent to which the diffusion effort affected

student performance.

Furthermore, these technical problems are not specific to the 19
field~test sites or to bilingual programs. Although some of these probe-
lems make bilingual-program evaluation especially difficult, they affect
all program impact evaluations, at least to gome degree. The major prob-
lems are listed below.

Problems Beyond the Control of Evaluators

ck of guitable comparison standards. Detection of program impact
would require ongoing maintenance of extenaive, extremely precise, base-
line data for all district gtudenta. Few, if any, school districts main-
tain data bases that are adequate for detecting program impacts. Norm-
referenced comparisons are not sufficiently precise for this purpose.
Control groups are generally unavailable for bilingual or compensatory
programs, since such programa usually gerve all students who meet local
gselection criteria.

Lack of adequate tests. Standardized teats in English may be satis~
factory for use in some impact studies, although they are not alwaye suit-
able in bilingual programs. Few achievement tests are available in lan-
guages other than English, and completely satisfsctory tests of language
proficiency have not been developed.

Other Common Technical Problems in Program Evaluations

Lack of student description. Many evaluations fail to group students
for analysis according to their skills and other characteristics. In bi=
lingual programs, where Some students speak fluent English and others very
little or none at all, such grouping is especially critical.

Lack of program description. Many evaluations fail to group students
according to the instruction they receive. This 18 essential in all bilin~
gual, compensatory, or other individualized programs in which the instrucw
tion may vary widely from student to student.




Lack of match between test content snd curriculum. The exact degree
to which tests should match the curriculum is sn importsnt, unresolved
issue in evaluation. However, in msny evslustions, the tests besr slmost
no relation to the subiect matter being tsught, snd are obviously insensi-
tive to progrsm effects.

Use of incorrect test levels. Test levels that are too essy or too
difficult cannot measure the true impact of a program. Determining the
correct test level is often sn fmportant, practical problem.

Inappropriste testing and scoring procedures. Testing and scoring
procedures present no real technical problems but, in practice, inadequate
procedures sre common sources of evsluation errors.

Insppropriste analyses. This concern is not with the unresolved,
sophisticated issues In data analysis, but rat! °r thst many evaluation
reports still include generslly discredited an--yses {e.g., posttest=~
pretest gains, and grade-equivalent gsins)} (Horst, Tallmadge, and Wood,
1975},

Lsck of interpretation. Many evaluators report sny apparent increase
in test scores as s positive result, with no attempt to show (&) that the
gains are greater than would be expected from the same students if they
were not in the program, or {b) thst progrsm activities could hsve been
responsible for the incressed gains.

Why Do These Evaluation Problems Persist?

The above evaluation flaws are not restricted to bilingual-program
evaluations. In fact they are slmost universsl, even (as in the PIP study)
when evaluations are conducted by highly competent evaluators. Only s few
of the fleld~test-site ¢vsluators were gble to produce above-average eval=
uation reports. Some major reasons for this situation sppear to be:

¢ Lack of “valuator time. Many evaluators are funded for a few
days to complete tasks that require weeks.

¢ Conflicting and impPossible demsnds., Local, state, snd federal
evaluation guidelines and requirements are often ftechnically
inappropriate and may conflict with each other.

Uncriticsl audience. Fvsluators often believe that their reports
will not be read by any technically qualified persons, or perhaps

not read by anyone at all.

In short, the technically inadequate local report appears to be the result
of ssaigning the evaluator an Impossible and futile task.




Recommendations from the Impact Substudy

¢ Implementation of project features should be confirmed hefore
major impact studies are undertaken.

¢ Impact studies are not fessible in many local school districts
and should not be required unless appropriate conditions are
known to exist and adequate resources are provided.

From the two recommendations, above, 1t follows that diffusion-
8ystem field tests should use process-evaluation methods. Eval-
uation of impacts on gtudents should be restricted to a few,
carefully selected sites where implementation has occurred and
the technical requirements for impact evaluation can be met.

Appropriate evaluation guidelines should be provided to local
evaluators.

Substydy II Product

The major product of the Impact subatudy i1s a draft evaluation manual
for bilingual programe. The draft manual 18 included as a separately bound
appendix to the final report {Volume III). It conaists essentially of the
recommendatione developed by RMC for the field-test sites, organized into
a single volume. The manual deals primarily with student achievement out~
comeg. Brief sections deal with other important evaluation topice (e.g.,
formative evaluation, student affect, staff development, and parent/commun-
ity involvement) but the manual is Incomplete in these areas. The manual
is in no sense a finished product but, rather, a starting point intended
to spotlight some of the unresolved technical and philosophical issues in
bilingual program evaluation.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Vocabulary of the Report

The fields of educational diffusion and bilingual education are re-
plete with special definitions and abbreviationa, and there are several
basic definitione and distinctions that must be clarified before any dia-
cugeion of the atudy ia poasible. Definitions refer only to usage in this
report, and no assertions are made 88 to their applicability in other con-

texts.

1.1.1 Diseemination Terminologky

1.1.1.1 Digsemination va. Diffusion

Digeemination: Following the well established usage in com-
munication theory, "disaemination" 18 used to mean the dietri-
pution of information or of materiale containing information.
Thus, PIPs have been diggeminated when they have beenr distrib-
uted to LEAs. Implementation ia not necessarily implied.

Diffusion: This term ia used to mean the transfer of practices
to new audiencea. Thus, a project has been diffused when it is
actually operating in adopter sites. In general, dissemination
of information is one of the procesaes used to diffuse exemplary
projectes and practices.

1.1.1.2 Packaging ve. Proiect Information Packages (PIPs)

Packaging: Thie term 18 intended to imply (a) careful analysis
of the exemplary projecte and (b) develobment of descriptive and
"how~to-do=1t" materials.

Project Information Package (PIP). A PIP, as the term g used in
thie report, implies a mpecialized form of package that incorpo=
rates three basic conceptes:




e VWhole-project adoption: che validation, packaging, and dif-
fusion of complete, exemplary projecta a8 intact units, rather
than the diffusion of selected parts of a project.

Rapid start-up: capitalizing on the experience of the de~
veloper site to drastically reduce the time required by an
adopter site to reach full operation.

e Stand-alone packages: che use of packaging as the primary
means of diffusion, with a minimum of technical assistance.
This implies a much more elaborate set of msterials than

would conventional diffusion mathods that provide a great

deal of technical assistance.

A8 the term "PIP" is used in this report, an LEA caanot "igple-
ment"” a PIP. The PIP is a tool that is used in implementing

a project. It is the project described in the PIP that is
implemented.

1.1.1.3 Proiect, Context, and Program

Project: Specific procedures, staff epecifications, guidelines,
and materials that can, in principle, be transported to ap adopter
gite. A project, as the term is used in this report, can be

described without reference to psrticuler individusls, or loca-
tions.

Context: The particulsr staff members, students, schools, com=~

munity, and so on that are part of a program but cannot be dis~-
seminated to adopter sites.

Programs A "progran" is a combination of a "project" plus a
“context." That la:

Program = Project + Context




This is a critical distinction, because, intentionally or not,

it is uaually a program that is validated, and it is always pos-
sible that the developer-site context (e.g., an exceptional
staff, that cannot be disseminated) is largely responsible for
achieving exemplary atatus., The project might consist entirely
of conventional practices that are not unusually effective except
in the hands of exceptional perscnnel.

1.1.1.4 Adoption vs. Implementation

Adoption: The decision or commitment by an LEA to implement a
project,

Implementation: The actual preparation for and operation of a
project.

These terms are used in a general gense in this report and should
not be confused with the terms, "Selection/Adoption," "Starteup,"
and "Operation" (used in Volume II) which refer to stages of the
PIP~-Diffusion Model.

1.1.1.5 Replication vg. Adaptation

Replication {of a PIP project by an sdopter site): (a) Establish~
ing specific procedures to ensure that all PIP-specified project

cals are met, and (b) using the procedures described in the PIP

except for minor instances where differences in contexts between
developer and adopter sites require that procedures be changed
in order to achieve PIP-specified goals,

Adaptation: Changing project goals or procedures to suit adopter=

site characteristics or the preferences of the adopter-site per-
sonnel. "Adsptation" and "replication" are not mutually exclu=~
give terms and the decision as to whether a site has replicated
or adapted a project is highly subjective.




1.1.2 Bilingual-Bducation TerminologY used in this RePort

1.1.2.1 Bilingual Program vs. Bilimgual Project

Bilingual program: A program of instruction uaing two languagas
and uaually involving several years of achooling and several
aubject areas. Title VII bilingusl programa in elementary
schools are intended to provide instruction in and atudy of
Engliash, plua inatruction in the native language (to the extent
neceassry to progreaa through achool) and, in general, they also
include staff development, culture and heritage, and community
involvement components.

Features of bilingual programa differ, and the exact definition
i3 not eritical in thia report, but it ia important to note the
distinetion between a bilingual program, which includes the
"eontext," and & bilingual project, which does not.

Bilingual project: A apecific set of guidelines, procedures,
materials, and a0 on for operating a bilingual program {aee

the definition of "project," under Dissemination Terminology,
above). ‘

1s1.2.2 Limited English~speaking (LES):

This term 18 used in only & few isolated places in the body of
thia report, and is redefined in each instance. This policy was
adopted because of the many different interpretationa placed on
the Title VII definition of LES and the wide variety of criteria
{performance on various teats, teacher judgment, home language)
used in deaignating students aa LES. "LES" ia used in Appendix A,
the site~by-site autmary of diffusion results, a8 the term was
used by each field~test 8ite. Definitiona are not necessarily
consistent from 8ite to site. Although the term has now been
largely replaced by LEP (limited English proficiency), LES was
moTe generally in uae at the beginning of the study.




1.1.3 Abbreviations

ASK
BESC
CODOFIL
CL

DAC

DFP

DM

Analysis and Selection Kit

Bilingual Educational Service Center

Covncil for the Development of French in Louiaiana
compunity liaison

Dissemivation/Assessment Center (now EDAC)
director of federal programs

decision msker

Department of Education

evaluator

fluent English-speaking

instructional consultant

Joint Dissemination Review Panel

local educational agency

limited English proficiency

limited English-speaking

Materials Development Center

non-English-speaking

Office of Bilingual Education

Office of Civil Rights

Office of Evaluatior and Disseminaiion {formerly OPBE)
Office of Plannfng, Budgeting and Evaluation {(now OED)

parent advisory committee

parent/community

project director

Project Information Package
project secretary

gtaff development consultant

state educational agency

teacher

teacher aide

Training Resource Center {now BESC)
United States Office of Education




1.2 S¥novaia of Bilingual-PIP Field Tesat

1.2.1 Who Waa Involved in the Field Test?

The evaluation of bilingual project implementation via Project Infor=-
mation Packages (PIPe)} was funded by the Office of Education (USOE)} for a
30-month period (1977-~1979), and conducted by RMC Research Corporatiom.
The study waa designed to determine the effectiveneaa of PIPs in helping
to diffuse exemplary bilingual projecta.

The diffusion effort involved 19 achool diatricta, each of which
received an ESEA Title VII grant to implement one of four packaged bilin-
gual projecta.

1.2,2 What Were the Origina of the Four Bilingual Projecta?

The four projects were originally developed by local school districta
for their own atudents, were identified as exemplary by the American Insti~
tutea for Research (AIR) in a USOE-sponsored nationwide aearch, and were
validated by the Joint Diaasemination Review Panel (JDRP), comprising USOE
and National Inatitute of Education (NIE) personnel. The projecte were
identified on the basia of apparent effectiveneaa in improving atudent
achievement. None incorporated features judged difficult to duplicate,
except for the requirement of experienced bilingual ataff. The projects

are:

Project Adelante, from Corpus Chrieti, Texaa......Spaniah/English

Preject Nuevoa Horizontea, from Houaton, Texaa.»..Spanish/English

Project Savoir, from St. John Valley, Maine.......French/Engliah

Project Venceremca, from Alice, Tex88....00000+.+...5paniah/English

1.2.3 What Was Included in the Four Bilingual PIPa?

The PIPa, developed by CEMREL, Inc. under a aeparate UUSOE contract,
each conaisted of a aet of how-to~do=it manuals plua ¢ aynchronized tape




and filmstrip, and some awareness materials. In general, a different
manual was prepared for each type of project staff member: project di-
rector, teacher, instructional consultant, evaluator, and so on. Some of
the PIPs also included & manual for the use of performance objectives, a

staff development manual, and site~developed materials.

Since staff positions differed from one project to the next, the gets
of manuala also differed from PIP to PIP. 1In all the PIPs, however, the
key manual was the Proiect Menagement DirectorY, which was designed to be
used by the project director. A typlcal Project Management Directory was
about 175 pages long with the following table of contents:

Chapter :  Project Overview

Chapter Using the PIP

Chapter Management Approach

Chapter Communicating with School and Community
Chapter Continuing Beyond the First Year
Chapter Budget

Chapter Selecting Students

Chapter Classroom Implementation

Chapter Selecting Staff

Chapter Staff Development

Chapter : Staff Relationships

Chapter Materials/Equipment

Chapter Facilities
Chapter Goals
Chapter Task Checklists

Each chapter listed the relevant project goals and the assoclatcd
tasks for the project director, then provided 2 narrative discuasion of
the topic, illustrated with occasional charcs or forms from the developer
site. Appendix C provides a detailed analysis of the contents of the four
bilingual PIPs.




1.2.4 How Were the Bilinftual PIPa ; ‘sseminated?

Disgemination and suprort services. The hasic dissemination system
for the bilingual FIPs wae the network of 15 Bilingual Training Resource
Centers (TRC8) funded by OBE, Under the direction of USOE, these centers
provided PIP-awareness materials to target LEAs in their regions and fol~
lowed up with phone callas. Many also helped LEAs prepare Title VII grant
applications, and later provided ataff training services under much the
same conditicng that they provided treining to other Title VII programs.

Grant application procwudures, LEAs used PIP wmaterials to help in
prepsring Title VII grant applications with the underatanding that each
succesaful applicant would receive a copy of the appropriate PIP at no
cost, However, most applicanta were instructed not to mention the PIPa
in their applications, and were presumably judged anonymously along with
all other Title VII applicationa.

1.2.5 What Were the Results of the Bilingual-~PIP Diffusion Effort?

Adoption. The brochures and phone calls produced very few applica-
tions for PIPs. Moat of the 19 adoptions regpulted from personal contacts

between local personnel and etate or federal officials.

The process of matching the three different Spanish/Fnglish projects

to specific adopter-site needa and rescurces was based on superficial
project characteristices and, in effect, assignment was virtually random.
However, because of the aimilarity among the PF? projects, thia was not

a major problem in the field test.

Implementation. RMC 6ite visitors reported that, in their judgments,
the bilingual program features implemented in most of the field-teat aifes
ranged from adequate to excellent by current standards. However, aince
the focua was on the effectiveness of the PIP_packages ss diffusion tools,
rather than on the bilingual programs of the study, no formal assesement
of program quality was included in the study. The central issue was how

closely the sites followed the PIP guidelines.




The answer was that, In general, PIP guidelines were not followed in
detail, Extensive adaptation was the rule, often (in RMC’s judgment) with
good justification. 1In fsct, the PIPs were found to be relatively minor

influences in most sites. Program characteristics were shaped largely by

local factors, federal and state regulations, outside consultants, and

neighboring LEA programs.

Thus, while the bilingual programs in the 19 field-test sites could
be considered a colleztive success in terms of project features, the PIP-

based diffusion effort was not successful. The major breakdowns in the
diffusion effort came In:

Establishing diffusion-syetem goals
Selecting projects for diffusion
Packaging the projects

Selecting and training diffusion agents

In short, the major breakdowns occurred in the planning and preparation
of the diffusion effort, well before any target LEAs became involved in
the fleld test.




1.3 An Overview of the Seven USOR PIP Studies

1.3,1 Yhere Did This Study Fit into the Broader USOE Packaging Investi-
gation?

This was the final study in a set of geven. Together, the seven
studies repregsent a six-year investigation by USOE into PIP-type packaging
as an approach to the diffusion of exemplary proiects. The seven studies
involved three sets of projects, all developed in local school districta,

and four sets of PIPs, developed by two different contractors:

Projects PIPs

6 Compensatory Education Projecta - Pirst Wave a. Prototype PIPa
b. Revised PIPs

6 Compensatory Rducation “rojecta - Second Wave c. First-draft PIPa

4 Bilingual Projects d. Firasc-drafc PIPa
RMC’s perspective, the etudies were conducted in two, overlapping stsges:

Stage I: Prototype Development and Tryout (Years 1 - 3)

6 First-wave Comp-Ed Projects Identify projects RMC
Develop prototype PIPs

6 First-wave Comp-Ed Projects FIELD TEST prototype PIPa SRI/RMC
4 bilingual Projects Identify projects AIR

Stage II: Revigion, Expansion, and Tryout (Years 3 - 6)
6 First-Vave Comp-Ed Projects Revise prototype PIPa

6 Second-Wave Comp-Ed Projecta Identify projects
Develop Comp-Ed PIPs
4 Bilingual Projects Develop Bilingual PIPs

12 Comp-Ed Projects FIELD TEST ail Comp-BEd PIPs AIR/RMC
4 Bilingual Projects FIELP TEST Bilingual PIPs RMC

Study 7 is the subiect of this report. Studies 1, 2, 4, 6, and 7

were closely coordinated and shared common RMC staff. Studies 6 and 7,
the Stage II field tests, overlapped and should be viewed as psrallel
rather than sequential studiean. Studies 3 and 5 were indirectly coordi-
nated with the others through USOR (see Figure 1).




STAGE I STAGE II

Mﬁm
School Yea

73-74 74-75 |  75-76 76=77 | 77-78 | 78-79 |
(1) (2)

Identify
Projects Field~Test Study of
Develop 6 6 Prototype Comp~Ed PIPs
Comp-Ed

PIPs

1 6 Prototype
Comp=Ed
PIPs

RMC

(6)

Redesign 6
Prototype
Comp-Ed
PIPs

6 Redesigned
Comp-Ed PIPs Field-Test Study of
6 Redecigned plus 6 New
RMC Comp-Ed PIPs
{5)
Ideatify
Projects
Develop 6
New Comp~Ed

PIPs

6 New Comp=Ed PIPs {Dissemination by USOE)

(3)

4 Bilingual PIPs Identify Develop Disseminate Bilingual PIP

Fach Row represents a different set of PIPs.
but different PIPg.

Each Box represents one contract.
indicate closely coordinated studies, with overlapping staffs.

Figure 1.

4 Bilingual
Projects
AIR

4 Bilingual
PIPs

CEMREL

4 Bilingual
PIPs

USOE

Field=Test Study

{This Study)

RMC

Summary of the USOE PIP-packaging investigation.

Dccted lines between boxes 2 and 4, and boxes 6 and 7

The firet two rows represent the game pProlects




1.3.2 What Were the Results of the Other PIP Field~Teets (Studies 2 and 6)?

The following activities all coincided with the field test of the pro~
totype, compensatory-education PIPe (Study 2): (a) identification of the
bilingual projecte and second-wave compensatory-education projecte; (b) the
developmeént of the corresponding PIPe; and (c) planning of the later field
tests (Studiea 6 end 7). Thus, the bilingual P1Pe benefited only partislly
from the results of the firet field cest {Study 2). The field teat of the
twelve, compensatory-education PIPa {Study 6), coincided with the bilingual~
PIP field teat {diasemination and implementation stagee) and, therefore, che
experience 3§1ned in Study 6 did not have & major impact on the bilingusl~
PIP diffuseion effort.

The conclusions summarized here reflect the overlsp among all the
etudies and, in particular, the fact that Study 6 and this etudy, the
bilingual-PIP~field~teat atudy (Study 7), overlapped substantislly in time

aa well as ataff.

Study 2: Fleld test of 6 Prototype. Compensatory-Education PIPs

Nineteen LEAe were given two-year (1974-1976) ESEA Title III grante
{ranging from about $50,000 to $250,000 for the firet year) contingent
upon following PIP guidelines and cooperating with the field~test etudy.

Conclueion: A PIP-peged diffusion 8Yetem can lead to accurate replica=~
tion {f:

¢ Projecte match LEA needa and resources

¢ Strong monetary incentives are provided




Study 6: Field Test of 12 CompensatorY-Education PIPs

Year 1

PIPs were disseminated by eight regicnal contractors who provided pri-
marily awareness activities. PIP materials were free, but LEAs were
expected to use local, state, or federal funds obtained through conven~

tional procedures {not contingent upon replication of the PIP projects).

Conclusion: This PIP-~bageq diffusion system led to very few accurate
replications pecauge:
¢ PIP projects were adopted with little regard for LRA

needs and resources

¢ LEAs had lictle incliination to follow PIP guidelines

Year 2

PIPs were disseminated via the National Diffusion Network (NDK)}. The
developer~site Project director for each PIP Proiect was funded as a

Developer/Demonstrator (DD) to provide awareness and technical assie~
tance services. NDN étate Facilitators provided additional awareness

and coordination services.

Conclusiont This diffusion evstem was more DD«paged than PIP-based.

Some DDy made major use of the PIP materials., Others

did not. Effectiveness varied, depending on the projects

and the DDPs. Accurate replication occurred only when:

¢ DDs ensured a good match between the projects and LEA
needs and resources
DDs provided the incentives to replicate in the form
of personal contact and persuasion.




1.4 The Dusl Focus of the PIP 1d Teata:

“Proiect Diffusion" Veraus "Impact on ants”

While there are many reasona for diffuaing exemplary projects or
practices, one of the major goals is to improve astudent achievement.
The desired resuit may be represented as:

Diffusion Correaponding 1 d
Syatem for Link Changes , gpr:ve
Exemplary 2 in LEA tudent

L Practices | Diffusion Programs Impact Achievement

Figure 2. Intended diffuaion-ayatem results.

Since the purpose of a diffuaion syatem is to produce chenge, improyvement
ia the criterion of aucceas and, ideelly, one would like to evaluate Link 1
in the disgram directly:

e Link 1: Does the diffusion system lesd to improved student schieve-
ment?

In a field teat, however, there are too many variablea involved to
anawer thia question directly. If diffuaion doea not lead to improved
achievenent, auch an evaluation provides no, information as to why, or what

to do next. Therefore, as a practical mai:er, it ia necasaary to examine
Links 2 and 3 aeparately.

e Link 2: (Diffuaion Queation): Did the diffuaion system lead to the
intended LE' program changes (primarvy atudy question)?

(Impact Question): Did the changes in the LEA programa
{whether related to the diffuaion effort or not) lead to

improved atudent achievement (gecondary study queation)?




In order to understand the impacts on students, we must, of course,
first understand the effects on the schools. If, for example, it were
found that the diffusion efforts were unsuccessful in establishing the
intended projects in the schools, it would be appropriate to recommend
changes to the delivery system in order to improve implementation of the
projects. If it were found that the projects were implemented very well,
but that there were no positive effect on the students, then it would be
appropriate to recommend changes in the projects.

In principle, it does not make sense to ask the impact question until
it is known that implementation has occurred. In practice, however, it
is not always reasonable to wait for the gnswer to the diffusion question
before beginning the impact investigation. The important point to empha=~
size is that, in this study, the attempt to evaluate project impact was
independent of how well the projects, as described in the PIPa, had been
implemented. The attempt was to evaluste each project as it was operating.
Interpretation of project impact, of course, must depend on the features
of the project that are in place; but, because the two questions had to be
addressed concurrently, the study approach was to develop the best possible
outcome evaluation for each site, whether or not the PIPs had been effec—-
tive in producing faithful adoptions.

In practice, there is often no clear, simple answer to either ques-
tion., However, the division into diffusion questions and impact questions
provides an understanding of the diffusion problems and the policy impliw
cations, Therefore, diffusion and impact are treated as two distinct
substudies throughout this report and, correspondingly, the body of the

report is organized into twg sections:

Substudy I: Diffusion of the Proiects (Process Evaluation)

SubstudY II: Impact on Students {Qutcome Evaluation)

In general, "impact," as used in this report, refers to impact on
student achievement. However, affective impacts are also considered




briefly, aa are impacta of parent/community componenta of the bilingual

programa. Impacta of ataff-development componenta are diacuaaed under

both Subatudiea I and II although, atrictly apeaking, ataff development

ia a part of project implementation rather than a part of the ultimate
program outcomea.




2. SUMMARY OF SUBSTUDY I: PROJECT DIFFUSION

2.1 Substudy I Scope and Results

2.1.1 What Were the Diffusion Substudy Questions?

The bilingual~PI? diffusion study was designed to add to the general
understanding of diffusion systems as well as to evaluate the usefulness

of the four bilingual PIPs. The specific questions were:

s Adoption
== What influenced potential adopter LEAs to adopt or mot to
adopt the bilingual-PIP projects?
-- To what extent were the projects that were chosen by adopters

appropriate to those adopters?

e Implementation
-~ What fsctors (PIP, context, other) influenced implementation?
== What were the characteristics of the resulting projects, and
how closely did they resemble those described in the PIPs?

2.1.2 What Was the RMC Role in the Diffusion Substudy?

RMC was not responsible for the development or dissemination of the
bilingual PIPs. The RMC role in the diffusion substudy was that of a non~
reactive observer of the PIP~diffusion field test. Unlike the consulting
role in the impact substudy, RMC was not intended to have any training,
consultin®, or feedback role in the diffusion substudy, as this would have
invalidated the field~test findings.

2.1.3 Whr _Yas the Research Approach to Answering the Diffusion Questions?

2.1.3.1 Procesgs-evaluation spproach. In the simplest terms, the

diffusion substudy was based on a process evaluation that consisted of (a)
describing the complete diffusion system as it was Intended to operate,
{b) describing the system aa it actually operated, (c) comparing the two




descriptions and analyzing discrepancies, and {d) proposing changes to
correct the problems. Recommendations, under this approach, could include
either changes to the system goals, or changes to the procedurei for meet-
ing the existing goals.

2.1.3,2 Diffusion-syetem modelink. In principle, this approach is
little more than common sense. In practice, however, the many people and

organizations involved {n a diffusion aystem, and their wide variety of
goals, procedures, materials, and so on, make it difficult to describe

such a system in a way that captures the roles of all the parts of the

system and displays their interactions clearly. The key to the process
evaluation described here 1s an approach developed by RMC in Studies 2

and 6 for the coucise, accurate description of diffusion systems. The

descriptions, or “models”, are abstractions of the actual and intended

diffusion systems, and include only those features that are relevant to
understsnding and revising the systema.

2,1,3,3 Data collection. Data on dissemination and implementation
of the projects were collected by four two-person teams using guides for
unstructured interviews and classroom observation. Due to the wide range
of contexts, guides were individually tailored to each site. Rach team was
responsible for from four to seven sites, and sach site was viaited up to
five timees during the two schooi yeara covered by the study. Information
gathered during the site visits was used to develop a model {i.e., a struce~
tured summary) of the actual bilingual program at each site:; Then, the
19 aite models, plus information about tne USOE and TRC diffusion activi-
ties, were integrated into ; complete model of the actual diffusion sys-
tem, The intended diffusion system was inferred from USOER documente and

from conversations with USOE personnel.

2.1.4 What Were the Results of the Bilingual-PIP-Based Diffusion System?

2.1.4.,1 Adoption: What influenced potential adopter LEAs to adopt

or not to adopt the bilingual~PlP projects? The nominal awareness active

ities (mailing of literature, with follow-up phone calls by TRCs) produced

very few adoptions. Instead, some LEAs responded to personal contacts




with stste or federal officials. Others werw seeking assistance in estab-
lishing bilingual programs and contacted educators who were aware of the
bilingual PIPs.

Motivstions to adopt projects via PIPs included:

Interest In new fdeas for existing programs.

'
o Need for guidelines in establishing new programs.
'

Belief that chances for Title VII funding would be improved.

I

Motivations not to adopt projects via PIPs included:

Lack of credibility of "project-replication” and/or "replication=
via-packages' concepts.

Reluctance to participate in a national study concurrently with
implementing & new program.

Unwillingness to be restricted to operating at the grade levels
specified in the PIPs.

Reluctance to accept federal funding because of strings attached

and/or bureaucratic constraints.

2.1.4,2 Adoption: To what extent were the proiects chosen by
adopters appropriate to these adopters? As sources of ideas and general
guidelines, any of the projects could be considered appropriate to almost

any district that had the required bilinfual teachers. However, about
half of the adopter sites did not have the bilingual teachers, and were
forced to improvise without guidsnce from the PIPs.

At a more specific level, such proiect features as instructionsl ob-
Jectives, materials, and team teaching were not slways appropriate to local
conditions and were subsequently adapted (or ignored) to fit adopter-site

needs and constraints.

Among the Spanish-?IP sites, the choice among the three PIPs was most
often bssed on the proportion of English to Spsnish speakers as described




in the PIPs, an issue of great importance to the site personnel. However,
the instructional approaches described in the PIPs did not reflect these
differing proportions, and to all intents and purposes, szlection among

the three Spanish PIPs was random.

2.1.4,3 Implementation: What factors (PIP, context, other) inf}:w=

enced imPlensntation? Across all 19 field-test sites, the major e
influencing implementation were existing local practices and condi.

and state and federal regulations {e.g., Title VII). Previous local ex-

perience with bilingual education, project director and staff experience,
TRC personnel, and locally hired consultanta were the other major factors
in most sites. Several sitea depended heavily cn neighboring LEA methods
and materials to guide their project implementation. Some Inexperienced

gites leaned heavily on PIP management guidelines, and one site tried to

follow the PIP to the letter whenever possible.

The lack of consistent USOE guidelines as to the nature and extent
of permissible adaptations led to considerable variation among adopter-
site programs. Moat sites approximated the staff positions and organiza-
tion described in the PIPs. Virtually all combed the PY¥Ps for good ideas
that were suited to their programs. Overall, however, we judged the PIPs
to be a minor influence on the field-teat site programa. This result was

consistent with the results from Study 6, in which 12 compensatory-education

PIPs were disseminated under roughly comparabla conditions {esee Section
10302)0

2.1.4.4 imblementationt What were the characteristics of the result-

ing projects, and how closely did they reasemble those described in the
PIPs? The quality of the hilingual programs in most of the field-test
sites was subjectively judged by the RMC site visitors (most of whom were

experienced bilingual educatora) to range from gdequate to excellent.
Most employed sound, generally accepted bilingual teaching methcds, al-
though local conditions were more favorable to implementation in some

gites than in others.




However, program quality was not the diffusion guestion. Rather,

this study was concerned with replication of specific features., At a

general level, any program consistent with Title VII guldelines (as were

the field~test-site programs) would resemble those described in the PIPs.

Beyond this general level, the resemblesnce wes minimal. However, the lack

of replication ghould not be construed as a deficilency of the field-test~
gite programs. On balance, deviations from the PIP guldelines probably

improved suitability to local conditions.




2,2 Subsgtudy I: Conclusions end Recommendations

2.2.1 A Systematic Approach to Diffusion

The principsl contribution of the bilingusl-PIP field test wai to
reemphasize the need (2lso demonstrated in the two compensatory-PIP field
tests) for a s¥stematic approach to planning diffusion efforts. The gen-
eral finding from the three field tests was that the PIP-based systems
worked well under some circumstances, but not under others, In the spe-
cific cese of the bilingual~PIP field test, all sites established (or ex-
panded} bilingual programs and were generally satisfied with the results
but, from a diffusion perspective, the PIP=-based effort was not very suc=~
cessful, While the diffusion effort provided help to the sites in estab-
lishing their own programs, in no sense did the system cause exemplary

projects to be transferred intsct from one district to another. In shout,

the PIP-based effort provided technical sssistance, but not diffusion of
i

projects,

In order to understand why this wses so, and whst should be done to
ensure more successful diffusion effeorts, should they be attempted in
the future, it is helpful to think of a diffusion effort as a system

made up of six major elements:

1. The diffusion goals set by the agency that plans the system.

2. The projects/practices available for diffusion.

3. The target LEAs, with their epciific attitudes, needs, and re~

sources.

The delivery system for bringing the projects/practices snd
the target LEAs together, including personnel, materials

{e.g., PIPs}, and all other resourcea.

The incentives for LEAs to {or not teo)} adopt projects and imple-

ment them accurately.




6, The competition faced by the system in the forms of laws and
regulations, other formal or informal diffusion systems, and so

On.

The success or failure of a diffusisn system involves a complex interaction

of all six elements:

Diffusion-System Goals B

1 i

Delivery Syster Target LEAs
Projecta/ - .- .- — e —- -
Practices Delivery System LEA Internal

Incentives
!

External
Incentives

Figure 3. Simplified diffusion~system model.

This simplified model of a diffusion system is used for discussion purposes
thzoughout this report. A much more elaborate model was used in the study
for a systematic analyais of the diffusion effort (see Section 2.3, Sub=
atudy I Products).

In the three PIP diffusion attempts, these six elements were consi-

dered in isolation; some of them were not considered at all. The major

recommendation from this study is that all six elements should be consi-

dered explicitlY and systematically, in planning or analyzing a diffusion
study. The major product of the study is a conceptual framework thst can
facilitate such systematic planning or analysis.

2.2,2 petailed Conclusions and Recowmendations Organized by the Six BEle~
ments of a Diffusion Systas,

In the following six secticns, study conclusions sre organized accord-
ing to the six diffusion-s;stem elements listed above. Each section first
summarizes the general conclusions of the three PIP field teste, then in-
dicates the connlusions specific to this bilingual~PIP study.
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2.2.2.1 Diffusion-system foals. At a general level, the USOE goal
for all of the PIP diffusion efforts was to promote cost-effective, edu-
cational improvements for students, plus improved methods and procedures
for school diastrict personnel. {Positive impact on student achievement
was a high priority outcome within the context of this general gosl, and
is discuesed below under Substudy 1I.} Goals specific to the PIP-diffusion
efforts (as opposed to diffusion efforts in general) included:

A. Whole~-project adoption: Diffusion of intact, exemplary projects,
as validated by the JDRP.

B. Rapid start-ups Intenaive spring and gummer preparation, lead~
ing to fall implementation at participating grade levels by the
beginning of the achool year.

C. Stand~alone packaging: Minimel technical assistance.

These goals wers met to a certain extent in Study 2 {(the prototype,
compensatory-education-PIP field teat) in which USOE provided strong
monetary incentives to follow the printed guidelines closely. However,
these g0als were not met In Studies 6 and 7 (the parallel, compensatory-
and bilingual-education~PIP field teats), in which adherence to PIP guide~
lines was less strongly enforced. Furthermore, since monetary incent ives
and enforced compliance with PYP guidelines are not consistent with cur~
rent USOE policy, it seems unlikely that eimilar diffusion systems will

accomplish these goals in the future.

In part, the failure to meet the gosls in Studies 6 and 7 were due

to problems most appropriately categorized under the other five elements
of the diffusion system. These problems are discussed in the following
five sections. In Study 7, the bilingual PIP field test, additionsal

problems were created by certain conflicts in the study gosls. Theae
conflicts were of two types. The first type comprised the differences
between USOE research goals and USOE service goals. Resesrch goals re-
quired strict adherence to PIP guidelines, while service to the .sites




often argued for extensive adaptation. The result was a somewhat incon-
sistent USOE policy on adaptation, with a consequently large amount of
variance from site to site in the degree to which particular PIP-specified
proJect features were implemented. On balance, however, adaptation was
the rule.

The second type of conflict among goals involved differences between
USOE goals and TRC or LEA goals. The PIP-diffusion goals were imposed
on pre-existing TRC goals by USOE on rather short notice and with little
or no increase in TRC resources. The result was that many TRCs were un-~
enthusiastic about the PIP diffusion effort. The LEA"s goals included
procuring funding and technical inputs for their bilingual programs, and
few, if any, of the field-test sites subscribed to the three USOE goals
listed above. From the perspectives of the school personnel, the RMC site
visitors, and even many USOE personnel, these goals were often seen as a
hindrance to establishing the best possible bilingual programs and, in

such cases, the success of the programs was usually given first priority.

The ultimate conclusion was that the failure to meet the three PIP-
diffusion goals listed above was due, in part, to the fact that these
goals are not appropriate except under very limited condiicions. In the
case of bilingual programs, these goals would, at best, be appropriate
only for the diffusion of specific, highly structured and relatively sim-

ple instructional or management practices. Such goals are not appropriate

for diffusion of complete, bilingual (or other) projects involving a com~

plex of interrelated instructional, management, and staff development

components.

Recommendations on diffusion-s¥stem Roals. Based on the above con-
clusions, we recommend that, in addition to the diffusion-system changes

recommended in the following five sections, the three PIP-diffusion goals

listed above be revised as follows for future diffusion efforis:

A. Whole-project adoption should be replaced by adoption of separate
practices (i.e., components of projects) if clearly defined,




highly structured practicee exist. Otherwiae, diffueion of proi-

ects should be abandoned in favor of diffueion of general pPrinci-

plesa that can be applied to suit the needs of each district.

With tha poesible exception of gome Bpecific instructional prac-
ticea, the diffueion of general principlee is probably the .moat
relevant approach given the current status of bilingual education.

Rapid start-up should be encouraged for practices that do not
involve extenalve changes in etaff attitudeas or major development
of ataff ekilla. However, in many LEAe and for many kinde of
programe {including typical bilingual programs) long~term efforte
to develop the readinese and capacity to implement new approachea
are needed. For these programs and LEAs, rapid atart-up is not
feaaible.

Stand~alone packaging {2.g., a PIP) ia not effective except under
very limited conditions. In general, a carefully planned balance
of packagiug and technical aseistance js appropriate. The detaile
are determined by the characteristics of the educational practices
and the target LEAs. This recommendation applieas to all kinde of

practices, including theee in bilingual education.

2.2.2,2 Prolects agnd practicea. Perhaps the most important require~
ment for a succesaful diffueion effort ies to have useful, effective prac~
tices to disseminate. In the opinion of the autheore, the procesa of
eelecting projecta or practicea for diffusion efforte haa been grossly
inadequate, not only in the PIP diffueion efforte but in moat other diffu~
eion efforte with which we are familiar. Thie problem haa been reflected
in the fact that the recent diffusion literature and diffusion conferencea
have focused almost exclusively on disesemination etrategies and evaluation
of resulte, with little or no concern shown for the needs of the LEAe or
for the characteriatice of the proiecta and practicea available for disaem~

ination.

The projects chosen for PIP-packaging were selected from among exem~
plary prozrams operating in echool districte. Selection techniques did

26 ‘f’”

’




nut aeparate context effects from project effects nor were project char~

acteristics analyzed adequately in terms of target LEA needs and resources,

Many truly exemplary programs can provide little in the way of pro=-
cedures or materials that (a) can be readily implemented in other school
diatricta, and {b) will produce major improvementa. Projecta and prac-
tices vary widely in their auitability for diffusion.

® Project factora favorable to auccessful diffuaion:

Inatructional rather than management focua in the project.

Self=-contained, encapaulated projecta affecting only a few

atatf members.

Specific, structured procedurea or materials.

Relatively atable approach {(not rapidly evolving).

General availability of required peraomnel akilla and other
resources.

New ideas.

Project factors unfavorable to successful diffuaion:

Managemeut rather than instructional focua in the project.

Whole=achool, whole-~day projects.

General, flexible guidelines for operation.

Dynamic, evolving practicea.

Requirementa for exceptionally gkilled staff or elaborate
materials, equipment, or facilities.

Conventional ideaa applied unusually well.

The bilingual projecta choaen for diffusion presented major problems
from a diffuaion perspective. These projects were chosen more for their
apparent achievement impacts than for their features with the result that,
while the original programs were probably all very effective and may have
shown conalderable variation in their original contexts, there were very
few real differences among the packaged projects, In general, the follow~
ing comments apply to all:




All four projects depended heavily on good bilingual teachetrs.
This drastically reduced the number of potential adoptera for
which the projects were suitable, gince an adequate supply of
good bilingual teachers is not readily available in many LEAs

(although this feature did not keep sites that lacked such
teachers from applying for PIPa).

The projects were relatively minor Variationa on atandard themes.
Thus, while experienced sites may have found some good idess,
they ghould not have expected any major innovations. Sites with
no bilingual-education experience could appropriately have ex-
pected baaically sound advice, although comparable advice waa

available from a multitude of other sources.

Much of what distinguished the originial, exemplary projecta
involved Project management. While this is a major factor dis-
tinguishing good programs from poor ones, many management fea-
turea are not readily transportable, sfnce they require changes
to firzly established LEA organizational and administrative

structures.

Instructicnal features of the projects were generally flexible
in the developer sitea. The general guidelines that were gvail~
able were of only limited help to either experienced or inexper-

ienced adopter sites.

The projecta, as packaged, were geveral vears old by the time
they reached adopters. Materials, and in some cases methods,

were often viewed by adopters as out of date.

In short, the LEAs needed specific, current ideag for methoda and
materials that could be used in the clasaroom bY the availahble teachers,
and the four projects, as packaged, did not provide much help in these
areas. The success of the projects in the developer sites appears to have

been due largely to the exemplary application of sound management and




instructional principles by talented and dedicatad gtaff in a supportive
environment. These are primarily context features and thus are not read-
i1y diffusable,.

Recommendationg on choosing prolects and practices. Prolects or
practices must be curefully analvzed. and selected to match the needs and

regources of the target LEAs. For example, while the four bilingual proj-
ects chosen for PIP packaging depended heavily on good bilingual teachers

following general guidelines, many field-test sites needed specific in-
structional procedures that could be used by monolingual English-speaking
teachers with Spanish/French-speaking aides.

Adoption of whole, intact projects i1s reasonable only for encapsu-
lated, instructiomal projects (e.g., & pull-out, reading lab). Projects
affecting the operation of the school as a whole should be treated as a

collection of components (management components, instructional components,

parent involvement components, and so on} that can be digseminated as
separate units. Typically, an exemplary bilingual program is made up of
many such highly interdependent and context-determined compoments and

cannot be diffused as an iIntact unit.

2.2.2.3 Target LEAs. Logically, the place to begin in designing
any diffusion system Is with the educational needs of the target-LEA stu-
dents, and with the objectivea, avallable resources, and other relevant
characteristics of the target LEAs. A major, additional consideration
in a diffusion system 1s the size of the target audience for a particular

educational project or practice. These LEA-related factors are discussed

below.

Student needs. Student characteristics (and consequently student
needs) varied widely from site to site and also within each site. Lan~
guage skills ranged from extremely limited proficiency up to native pro-
ficiency in both languages. Some students were clearly dominant in one
language, a few were highly proficient in both languages, and still others

were lacking adequate proficiency for academic purposes in either language.




Scores on standardized reading and math tests ranged from well below to

well above average. In general, the PIPs did not provide adequate guide-

lines for dealing with this wide range of students.

LEA adoption objectives. It is not safe to assume that all LEAs are
interested in making changes, and even those LEAs actively seeking change

may not want to install completely new programs. Many of the LEAs involved
in the three PIP field tests were more interested in refining existing ine
structional practices, or providing more effective management structures
for loosely organized programs. Many were also wmotivated, in part, by the
federal funds or technical assistance associated with the projects being
disseminated. For these LEAs, it is imbortant that the availabple projects

or practices fit in with existing instructional and manafement approaches,

Even those LEAs that wished to add completely nes nrograms {or replace
existing ones) were seldom willing to consider major changes to district=

wide practices, or policies.

LEA resources. Resources roquired for the adoption of new projects
way include personnel, matezrials, a;d facilities. Staff skills and atti-
tudes are perhaps the wmost important LEA resources required by the pilin-
gual PIP projects, and at least half of the sites could not obtain a com=
plete stafi of teachers with the skills and attitudes specified in the
PIPs. Thus, these sites could notf accurately implement either the PIP
projects, or any other projects requiring a full staff of skilled, bilin~-
gual teachers. Instead, these sites needed projects designed for the
personnel that were available. In the short rum, this usually meant mono-
lingual, English-speaking teachers with bilingual aides. In many LEAs,

a long=term program of staff development was indicated.

Other relevant LEA characteristics. Organizational and adwinistra-

tive structures in the LEAs were also key features from a diffusion stand-

point, and they proved highly resistant to change. Most administrative

procedures, including staff hiring policies and management of federal
projects, were applied uniformly within a given LEA, and exceptions were
not notmally made for single projects. This precluded implementation of

many PIP~project features related to these management procedures.
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In addition, the attitudes of key administrators are critical
diffusion-system considerations. Attitudes toward bilingual educaticn
and whole-project adoption varied widely among the bilingual-pPIP-field-
test sites. In at least some sites, there were no enthusiastic PIP-
project aupporters in the administrations, and the ;IP project directors
had to fight an uphill battle.

The overall implication is that new projects must fit the attitudes
and existing organizational structures unless long-term educational and
capacity-building components are included in the diffusion system. A
PIP-type diffusion system does not appear to be a feasible mechanism for

changing these structures and attitudes.

The commupity contexts can be important factors, but in the PIP field
tests they have been generally appropriate for the PIP projects. Often,
principals in the bilingual PIP sites reported active interest from the
community, and some told of parents calling to find ou. how to get their

children into the programs.

A final key LEA characteristic, from a diffusion perspective, is the
extent to which LEAs seek gut information. Among the LEAs with needs for
bilingual programs, many of those that actively seek out information al-
ready have programs in place. LEAs that have only rudimentary bilingual
programs or none at all tend to be those that are not as active in seeking
information about new programs. Thus, a much more aggressive form of
awareness activity is needed to reach this important part of the target
audience than was provided in the bilingual-PIP field test.

S$ize of the target audience. An additional diffusion problem con-
cerns the slze of the target audience, that is, the nupber of target LEAs
for a given project or practice. In the bilingual PIP field test, the
audience was broken into two groups--those LEAs with French~speaking stu-
dents, and those with Spanish-speaking students. While the number of
Spanish-speaking students in the U.S. is large, it appears that the number

of LEAs with students from French-speaking backgrounds is relatively small.




Thus, while elaborate, PIP-type materials might be justified for Spenish/
English projects, the PIPs could not be considered cost effective iIn the
smaller market for French/English projects. A tsrget gudience of this

gize would suggest 8 quite different diffusion approach, probsbly involving
lees elaborate materiale and a correspondingly i:creased level of technical
assistance.

Recommendations on gpalyzing tazget LRAg. Both the characteristica

and the size of the target sudience ghould be ciearly understood before
plenning a diffusion syatem:

The LEAs with the greatest neede mesy require swareness end
capacity~building efforts rather than project-diffusion effortae.

The size of the target audience should be taken into account in
plenning diffusion systeme. In general, elaborste materials end
technical assistance etrstegies will not be cost-effective for
small groups of target LEAs.

2.2.2.4 Delivery svVstem. A delivery system includes all personnel,
meterisls, and other resources used to bring the projects/prectices and
the tsrget LEAs together. The delivery syetem must provide awareness

plus technical support for selection snd {mplementation of the proiects/

practices. In this study, the major components of the delivery system
were the PIPs and (secondarily) the TRCs.

The three PIP fiels tests have led to the following general conclu-
sions concerning delivery systems:

& An effective delivery system cannot be designed in isolation
from the total diffusion eystem. That 1s, the deliver; system
cannot ignore the characteristice of the diffusion-system goals,
the projects, the target LEAs, the incentives, snd the competi~

tion.




Printed materials (e.g., PIPs) are not read carefully in the LEAs
unless atrong incentives are provided. In general, printed
materials {whether in PIP or other formats) are well guited to
providing reference information, but not to:

=« focusing attention on key project features

- persuading adopters to try new idees

- 1dentifying problems and providing feedback
- providing reassurance

all of which are essential delivery-system functions. Other

media (e.g., £film, videotape) appear to have some of the game
problems, although they were not evaluated in this study.

While some level of packaging is probably an important component
of most delivery systems, elaborate packaging (e.g., PIPs) is
expensive and time consuming. It is cost effective only for
large pools of target LEAs, and for projects/practices with long
ghelf lives.

People (i.e., disseminators) are wuch more effective than mate~
rials in directinz tho attention of the target LEAs to essential
points and providing feedback when things go wrong.

PIP~baged diffusion systems would be most effective for wide~
spread diffusion of structured projects or practices accompanied
by large monetary incentives to replicate. However, the use of
monetary incentives in this manner is not consistent with current

federal policy.

These generalizations apply equally to delivery systems for bilingual
or non-bilingual projects/practices. A need for cowPlementary effortg
in local capacity building, while not unique to bilingual education, should
be a special concern here due to the shoyt supply of experienced, bilingual

personnel in many target LEAs.




The bilingual~PIP delivery avstem. From a diffusion perspective,
the delivery aystem for the bilingual-PIP field test was not very effec~
tive. Given the four PIP projects and the target LEA characteristics, it
seems unlikely that any deliverY sVstem could have resulted in large num~
bers of faithful replicationg. However, if an appropriste match of proj-
ects and target LEAs had existed, the following delivery-system problems

would have limited the effectiveness of tha diffusion system.

The PIP matarials, including the gwarenegs booklets as well gs the
PIP manuals, were not particularly well matched to the projects, TRC dis-

semination activities, or to the incentives provided by the aystem. Un-

like the corpensatory-education projects, which were mostly straight-

forwvard, single-subject, instructional practices, the bilingual-educztion

projects were day-long, multiple~subject, instructional, management, and
staff development systems that required substantial accommodation and
organizational change from adopters, In practice, the implicit assumption
that the PIP concept was applicable to bilingual education was aimply not
well founded.

instead of the stand-slone PIP formet, materials might better have
been designed for use in TRC-run workshops, or as reference materials to
be used after completing such workshops. Under these conditiona, the ma-
terials could have been simplified and shortened aomewhat as compared to
the PIP manuale, leaving the TRC presenter to tailor the workshops to the

speciiic needs of the audience.

The workeshop format would have also increased the likelihood that LEA
personnel would study the content of the msteriala carefully, something
that did oot occur with the PIPa. As noted below, the delivery syatem
provided no real incentives to read the materials tkoroughly, and much of
the existing PIP materisl »~<8 wi'ely unused. Project directors reported
that they liked the idea u. haviny all project guidelinea conveniently
packaged, but few project directors or teachers referred to the PIPs
axtensively after the projects got underway.




The diffusion personnel, primarily disseminators from the TRCs, had

three important functions in the field tryout: (a) promotion of the
concept of adopting an exemplary project:; {b) assisting in selection of
an appropriate project, and (c¢) provision of gtaff training to LEAs. 1In
all three functions, they were severely hampered by lack of training and
regources. Many of the TRCg actively supported the PIP field test within
the limats of their resources. Some, however, were unenthusiastic ahout
the PIP diffusion approach and did little more than was required of them.
In general, the latter group produced no adoptions. Clearly, successful
disseninators must have adequate funds and trsining gs well as positive

attitudes toward their taska.

The bilingual-PIP delivery system ignorr other existing igformation
and regource networks that could have been . ‘' .ized to disseminate the
PIPg. The use of these existing, informal and naturally-occurring net-
works might have produced FIP adoptions from a different set of LEAs or,

minimally, could have bestowed additional credibilify and redundancy to

the TRC dissemination effort.

The results in the bilingual PIP study were that the nominal gware-
ness activities produced very few applications. Selection of projects was
eggentially rand~ Some TRCs provided excellent staff training, but it
wag not alwyay:  _cvant to the PIP guidelines.

Recommendations on developing delivery systems. A delivery system

must be designed systematically within the context of the complete diffu-
sion system (goals, practicea, target LEAs, delivery system, incentives,
competition). Section 5.2 of this volume, together with Volume II of this
report, describe a conceptual framework intended to facilitate systematic,
diffusion-system design.

In general, a delivery system will require both peoPle and packaging
{although usually not PIP-type packaging). However, the functions of the
people and thL: materials {(and therefore the nature of the materials) will

depend on the other parts o. the diffusion system, with some systems




requiring relatively more emphasis on technical assistance and others

requiring relatively more emphasislon materials.

2.2,2.5 Incentives. The PIP studies and other diffusion studies
have shown that LEAs must be strongly motivated before they will make
changes. The desires of LEA personnel to improve programs, and legal
requirements to provide new services, obviously lead to some kinds of
changes. However, these kinds of incentives uaually do not motivate
adoptera to read printed materials carefully or to follow guidelinea
closely.

Certain external incentives~—-specifically the USOE requirement of
detailed compliance with guidelines as a condition of funding~=proved
effective in the original, compensatory~education=-PIP field test (Study
2), but continuing use of funds in this msnpner 1s not consistent with

current USOE policy.

Recommendations on considering incentives. A reasonable éxpectacion
thst target pLEAs will be motivated to adopt the projects or practices

should‘be a prerequisite for developing a diffusion effort. Assuming that
strong, external incentives to replicate accurately will not be provided
{and probably would not be appropriate), substantial adaptation of proj-
ects/practices {bilingual or otherwise) should be anticipated.

2.2.2.6 Competition. A diffusion system intended to promote adop~
tion of specific projects or practices may be in direct competition with:
{a) federal regulations or laws; (b) state regulstions or laws; {(c) local
regulations, policies, and existing programs; {d) other LEAs promoting
alternative practices; {e) professional organizations promoting alterna-
tive practicza; (f) commercial organizationa promoting alternative prac-
tices; and (g) other diffusion systems promoting alternat{ve practices.
All of these sources of competition affected the bilingual~PIP field test,
and reduced the impact of the PIPs.




Recommendations on analyzing the competition. The alternative proj-

ects/practices and their sources must be understood 1f the diffusion of

specific projects or practices 16 to be successful. For each potentially
competing source, a decision is required as to whether to adapt to the
conflicting position (often required where laws are involved) or to com-
pete directly. This principle holds in all areas of education, but bilin-
gual education is affected by an especially wide variety of laws and regu-
lations that must be taken into account in planning a diffusion effort.

2.2.3 Suymmary of the Diffusion—SubstudY Conclusions and Recommendations

2.2.3.1 Conclusions. The basic conclusion from the proceegs evalua-
tion was that while good bilingual programs were established in most of
the field-test sites, gand the bilingual-PIP diffusion effort helped the
sites to establish these programs, the PIP diffusion effort wss not vesy
effective in ge.cing substantial numbers of target LEAR to implement the
projects described in the PIPs. Relatively few LEAQ applied and, in the
19 sites that received PIPs snd Title VII grants, program features Were
determined more by locsl factors and Title VII regulations than by the
PIPs. Most of the LEAs felt that extensive adaptation of the projects
was required and, in general, RMC concurred.

The basic system breakdowns had already occurred before the fie.d-
tegt sites became aware of the PiPs. The major breakdowns occurred in:

Establishing system goals.
Project selection.
Project packaging.

Diffusion agent selection and training.

2.2.3.2 Recommendations. A systematic approach to planning diffu-

sion efforts is needed, and should include:

s Establishing specific, practicable goals.
¢ Selecting and validating appropriate pragtices.




Analyzing target LEA needa.

Developing a delivery eYstem, with an eppropriate balance of
coordinated technical aeeietance end packaging.

Providing incentivea, if needed.

Coneidering the competition, and adapting the diffuaion eyetem

as neceasary.

The PIP concepts (Section 1.1.1.2) are not euitable for the diffusion
of complete, bilingual profjecte. Specifically:

The PIP Concepta: Should be replaced by:

Stand-alone peackaging Complementary packaging
and technical aesistance

Rapid etart-up Long=-term program snd
ataff development

Whole~project adoption Tailoring of practices to
local neede

The PIP concept may be appropriate for the diffueion of eome etructured,
relatively eelf-contained componente of bilingual (or other) projecte.

Finally, detailed diffusion-eystem recommendations depend on the
goels that are set for the eystem. In particular, a eyetem intended to

promote the diffueion of epecific. validated rroiectes or Practices with

little or no adavtation will be wvery difficult to eetablieh, and in such

a aysten, each of the six elemente liated above represente a major prob~

lem area. By contraet, a eyetem that will simply provide target LEAs

with access tg new ideas and to technical aseeietance and which permite ex-
teneive adaptation is relatively eaey to eatablieh.

Given the types of projects and practicees available fo. ‘ffuseion
(bilingual and other), the former type of syetem appears to he unwarranted,
and the latter le recommended ae a more practicable alternative., However,
we do not euggeet that the two alternative types of eyetema are in any way
equivalent. In the latter type of diffueion syatem (%.e., one that permite
exteneive adaptation), resulte in the target LEAe will vary widely, and
expectations for the impact of euch a eyetem should be tempered accordingly.




2.3 Products of Substudy I

2.3.1 A Framework for Plapning or Analyzing a Diffusion System

A major product of the diffusion substudy is an approach to develop-

ing frameworks or "models" of diffusion systems. The approach 1s specif-

ically intended for systems designed and operated by agencies such as USOE
or SEAs for large scale diffusion of projects or practices, The frame~

works are intended to:

Integrate the goale, projects, target LEAs, delivery system,
incentives, and effects of competition.

Include the processes of information transfer, decision making,

and resource allocation.

Focus cn the actions available to the system operators {(e.g.,
USOE} to achieve system goals, such a8 salecting and tralning
diffusion personnel, developing guidelines and materials, and

allocating resources.

This approach was initially developed by RMC for Studies 2 and 6, and was
extensively revised in the bilingual PIP study. It is described in more
detall in Section 5.2 of Volume II. Appendix E in Volume II comprises the

complete model of the intended system as used in this study.

2.3.2 A Comparative Analysis of the Four Bilingual-PIP Proiects

This product is intended for the educator who wishes to know, in
some detail, what practices are described in the four bilingual PIPs,
Since the PIPs are designed as step~-by~step, how-to-do-it materials, it
is a laborious process for the reader to extract these practices and even
more difficult to compare one PIP with another. This comparative analy-
sis should provide an efficient guide to the actual PIP contents.

The comparative analysis of the PIPs is included as Appendix C in
Volume II.




3. SUMMARY OF SUBSTUDY II: IMPACT ON STUDENTS

3.1 Introduction to the Impact Substudy

3,1.1 Rationale for Substudy II

The ultimate goal of all of the PIP~diffusicn efforts has been im=-
pact on students, especially ilmproved achievement. Thus, the investiga-
tion of impacts on achievement was the major focus of this substudy. It
should be kept in mind, however, that the primary focus of the entire,

two=yvear, bilingual~PIP study was oh diffusion. Achievement impacts were

treated somewhat more extensively in the original field test of six proto-

tyce compensatory-education PIPs (see Study 2, Section 1.3.2). Achieve-
ment was not examined at all in the later fleld test of 12 compensatnry=-
education PIPs (Study 6) that ran in parallel with the bilingual-PIP field

test.

The impact substudy received secondary emphasis in the bilingual-PIP

study Lecause:

It was not certain in advance that the diffusion system would
produce the complete implementation of the projects in the target
1EAs (and, in fact, it did not). Thus, it was not certain that

a major effort should be invested in student outcome evaluation.

Becauge the study paralleled only the first two yesrs of a five~
year project implementation plan, data could only be collected
from grades K~2 of projects that would eventually expand to fourth
grade. Thus the study could not provide student outcome results
from completely implemented, fully operational programs.

On the other hand, if USOE had waited two years to obtain the diffu-
sion results before considering an outcome evaluation, much of the data
needed for a longitudinal impact assessment might never have been collected.

Consequently, it was reasonable for USOE to request a limited form of




outcome evaluation, and this outcnme evaluation was the basis of Subatudy
II. Before deacribing this substudy, however, it is necessary to conei-~
der two technical, evaluation distinctiona that are central to the prob-

lems encountered in the aubstudy.

3.1.2 "Impact" versus "Performance Level”

Thie report refera repeatedly to the impact on achievement of & dif-

fusion ayatem, a program, or a project. By this wa mean the change (hope-
fully improvement) in performancs produced by new practices. The impact
queation is empt 7ized here because this was a diffusion study, and the
Justification for apending time and money on diffusion derives from the
change that results. Impact on achievement iz not the only impact of in=
tarest, but it 12 a apecial concern of many educators snd diffusion per-
sonnel, and it is emphasized in this report.

Impact on achievement may also be of interest to the LEA, because
most LEA decision makera would like to know whether changes in practices
are followed by improved performance. However, tha more important achieve-
ment consideration from the LEA point of view may be the performance levsl
of the students. "Performance level" refers here to whether students are

achieving well or poorly in relation to other groups of students or ia

terms of requirements for jobs and personal gatisfaction. An LEA may not

be completely satisfied with a large impact if the performance level is
atill low. Conversely, the LEA may be entirely satisfied with a small,
positive fmpact 1f performance levela were already high.

From the atandpoint uf the diffusion-svatem planner, however, impact

is the primary consideration. High performance levels are no indication

of diffusion-system 8ucceas, saince they do not necessarily prove thac there
has been improvement due to the diffusion effort. Conversely, low perfor-
mance levels do not neceasarily imply diffusion-system failure, since they
may represent improvement over still lower levels of performance. The
distinction between atudent performance level and diffuaion-system impact
is illustrated in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Performance level versus impact.
Thus, to the extent that student achievement outcomes are addressed

in this diffusion study, th: emphasis is on impact. Performance level is

also discussed, but has only indirect relevance to the study.

3.1.3 Yapparent" Versus "Actual" Impacts of Exemplary Programs

In terms of the above diagram, one wmight naively sssume that positive
impacts would result from the successful diffusion oi exemplary projects
{(i.e., in the PIP studies, projects developed and implemented with appar-
ently positive impacts in the originating sites). oOf course, it has al-
ready been noted (Section 1.1.1.3) that a single project in two different

contexts leads to two different programs. However, an additional factor

~=the evaluation {(and, in part!cular, the variation or error in evaluation

procedures)-~is involved in the apparent impact of a project on achleveuent.
This distinction 1s illustrated in Figure 5.
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The problem related to the evaluation component of the apparent
impact 18 that measurement of program impact in the real world is very
inexact. Because of the large amount of error variance, two different
evaluations of the identical program way produca very different results.
Further, the amount of error in a typical evaluation is large in compar-
ison to typical program impacts on student scores (up to several times
as large, Horst, 1978). Finally, the separation of project impacts from
context impacts 1s next to impossible in many LEAs.

The net result is that (a) even the most faithful replication of an
exemplary project in a new site 18 not likely to reproduce the original

rogram, and (b) even if the programs were identi.al, differences {(errors)
in the evaluations of the originating and replicating sites would make it
unlikely that the apparent impact of the project would be the same {p the
originating and replicsting 'sites. The sctuai tmpact of a project is an
elusive concept and, in practice, 1s very difficult to determine under
field-test conditions.




3.2 Scope and Results of Substudy II

3.2.1 What yere the Impact Substudy Questions?

The impact evaluation focused on improvements in student achievement

resulting from the diffusion effort. Affective impacts were also addressed,

but to only a limited extent due to the technical problems irvolved. The

major subject areas addressed were:

English reading

Spanish/French reading

English oral language proficiency
Math

The impact evaluation did not focus on student performance level
because, as explained abcve, performance-level measures are not directly

relevant to diffusion questions.* Furthermore, the performance level of
the students does not indicate whether the bilingual programs are more
effective than alterpative arproaches, unless the alternatives are com~

pared with the bilingual programs under rigorously controlled comditions.

Such conditions were not available in the field~test sites.

As the study progressed and the difficulties in answering the impact
question in a bilingual-project field test became increasingly apparent,
RMC’s impact-substudy empheuis shifted toward methodological issues. The
By the end of the study, major impact questions had become:

In general, how, iIf at all, is it possible to determine the
impact of new educational programs in real-school settings?

Specifically, are there credible impact results (either positive

or negative) from any of the field-test sites?

*However, performance-level data, which were provided by the field-
test sites, are reported in Appendix D for the interested reader.
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3.2.2 What Was the RMC Role in the Impact Substudy?

RMC had two, distinct roles in the impact substudy:

¢ Consulting with locsl evaluators and project directors in order

to make the evaluations as technicallyY socund as possible.
¢ Interpreting and integrating results from the local evaluations.
RMC was not expected to collect data or to perform the original

snalyses on the dats, and all decisions were ultimately made by the in-
dividual sites.

3.2.3 Wvhat Was the Research APProach to Anawering the Impact Questions?

The basic intention in the impact substudy was to develop the beat
poasible quasi-experimental designs iIn each LEA and, in particular, to
obtain baseline and comparison=~group data, vherever possible, that could

be used to establish impacts.

3.2.3.1 Maior vroblem areaa. The first year of the study was in-

tended as a development year for impact substudy. As the year progressed,

it became clear that there were geven maior Droblem areaa that would in-~
validate the evaluations for the purpose of fetermining impact. These

problem areas were:

¢ ComParison standarés: 1In most sites, true control groups were

s.mply un.vailable due to state and federal laws, and few LEAs
maintain historical crmparison data that are suitable for estab-
11shing program impact. Various comparison groups of dissimilar
students In Jissimilar programs were avallable for performance-
level comparisons, bu. differences between such groups and the
bilingual-progrim students did not necessarily ilmply impacta due

to the pewy bilingual progk:zama. Many of the achievement tests
used by the sites provided norms and thus made norm=referenced




evaluations possible. However, RMC had strong doubts about the
relevance of available test norms to the program students and,
in any case, recent evidence suggests that norm-based comparisons

are very imprecise for any single school district.

Technical adequacy of tests. Most of the sites used standardized

tests for English reading and math. These tests can usually be
considered technically adequate for their intended purposes, but

may not be suitable measures for bilingual programs.

In addition, the correct level of the test must be selected.
Levels that are too easy or too difficult provide inaccurate
measures. Although appropriate levels were not systematically
established in most sites, floor and ceiling effects were seldom
encountered among second grade students in the second year of

the study.

French/Spanish reading tests, language proficiency tests, and

affective tests typlically exhibit serious technical problems,

such as lack of adequate reliasbility. Measurement Iin thase areas

was a major concern for all sites.

Degcriprtion of student characteristics: Many sites did not
provide adequate descriptions of student language skills and
backgrounds, but it was clear that widely differing students

were grouped together in most analyses. ¥For some sites, RMC

- could not interpret results because of insufficient information

as to whether the results applied to students who were limited
English speakers or fluent English speszkers.

Curriculum versus test=content match. RMC needed to know, at
least, whether there was a match between the tests and the cur-
ricula at the genersl subiect level {e.g., Were students who took
English~reading tests actually studying English reading at all?)

Even this basic Information was not availlable for individual




students within a site, although RMC collected such information

at the clessroom level. Ide8lly, gome indication was needed that

the test covered the specific aress etivhasized in the curriculum.
This information was not available from most of the sites.

e Testing and scoring bProcedures. Appropriate procedures for
testing and scoring present no real technical problems but, in

practice, insdequate procedures are common sources of evalyation

errors, Many sites experienced difficulties in these areas.

Data analysis: There are many unresolved issues in data analy~

ais. However, the major concern was rhat many sites were not

applying basic, generally accepted analysis procedures, includ-

ing:

~= llae of appropriate analysis models.

== Uge of appropriate test scales {e.g., standard scores).

== Grouping students by langusge gkills.

== Inecluding only students with both pre~ and posattest scores,
and analyzing dropouts separately.

e Interpretation of resultg: The final question that must be
angwered in an evaluation is: Given an apparent impsct, is it
reagsonable to believe that it was due to the profram?

Answering this question requires, at a minimum, a rudimentary-
deseription of the instruction received by each student, and
few of the sites provided this information. While some addi-
tional information was collected by RMC on instructional treat-
ment at the classroom level, it was adequate for only the most
general level of interpretation. Only three of the second~-year
reports presented any attempt at in~depth interpretation of

results.

3.2.%2.2 BRMC impact~evaluation activities. QOver the course of the

firat year, RMC organized two workshops for project directors and evalu~
ators, and consulted with each site via telephone and during site visitas.
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Then, prior to the second year, RMc worked with the local evaluators, most
of whom were hishly skilled and experienced, to develop specific recommen-

dations for the second-vear evaluations for each site in each of the sever

problem arcas. ‘here they were implemented, these secund-year designs
climinated many of the first~-year problems, but the first two problem
areas, the unavailability of adequate tests and the lack of appropriate

comparison groups, were beyond the control of either -~ LEAs or RMC.

Because of the prublems sncountered in the above seven areas, the re~
gearch approach shifled to focus on the prior question of the credibility
of the impact yesults. A& systematic (although baeically subjective) pro~

cedure was developed for evaluating the credibility of impact findings from
the field~test sites. This procedure consisted of rating each evaluation
(each subject area in each site) as to how well the impact-evaluation prob-

lems had been solved in each of the seven problem arcas.

All lo~atL site evaluation reports were examined and, in addition,

RMC obtained raw data and conducted extensive additional analyses for
selected sites. Second year, second-grade 4ata were examined first be-
cause second-grada data normally suffer iess from the problems of testing
young children than d¢ kindergarten and first-grade data, and thus could
be assumed to provide an upper limit on the precision of the available

results.

The evaluations of ~ll four subject arcas (English reading, Spanish/
French reading, oral English language proficiency, and math) were rated for
each site as to the extent of the impact-evaluation problems in each of the

aeven areas:

Comparison standards.

Technical adequacy of tests.
Description of studeut characteristics.
Curriculum versu: test-cartent match.
Testing and sco. ing procedutes.

Mata analysis.

cerpretation of results.
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The overall credibility of the impact results was held to be no more

credible than the weakest link in the seyen areas.

3.2.4 what Were the Results of the Impact Substudy?

The results were that only one of the 19 evaluations was even some-

what convincing in terms of imPact. The remaining evaluations simply
provided little or no information a3 to whether or not there had been an

impact (although two of the other evaluatois provided excellent analyses

of the problems esncountered, and on» of these developed an exemplary

longitudinal design that may answer the lmpact question in the future).

None of the sites was given a "fully convincing" rating in any of
the seven areas, but the worst problem area was that of comparison
standards. In most LEAs, it appears that there ie no way that & bilingual-
program evaluator can obtain the necessary background and comparison data
unless these data already exist as & result of an ongoing, district-wide
evaluation program. Even where district-wide programs exist, there i6 no
guarantee that the available information will be suitable for answering

the ilmpact quesiion.

In general, English reading and math received the highest impact-
credibility ratings. The additional problems of measuring English lan-

guage proficiency and French/Spanish reading msde the credibilty of

impact results even lower in these subiect areas.

Evaluations of Impact on student affect and psrent/community in-
volvement were also examined, although In legs detail. Student affective

impacts are, in general, evoen more difficult to assess than are achieve-

ment impacts, and no definitive conclusions were reached in this area.

The guccess of the parent/community involvement comporents are gen=
erally eagsier to determine, at least at the level of counting attendance
at meetings and . .4sDg participation in the classrooms. Most aites

could report gdvances in these areas.




3.2.5 Problems with LEA Fvaluation Reports

While gome of the problems with the evsluations were beyond the
control of the local evali:ators, the problems with the field-test-site
evaluation reports, however, are matters of some concern. Evaluation
reports gerve a variety of purposes {(e.g., compliance with federal regu-
lations, auditing, reporting to LEA decision makers and achool boards)
and may influence the development of recommendaticns for profram changes.
Many of the reports provided documentstion of staff development, parent
involvement, and some description of program implementation, and thus,
would be useful for some of these purposes., However, with three notable

exceptions, these reports, like most LEA evaluation reports, were incom=-

plete and/or misleading to the extent that they were inadequate for any

achievement~outcome evaluation purpose, performance-level assessment as

well as impact measurement.

One of the excepticnal rep.-te described a well~reascned design and
analyeis that did provide a great deal of locally useful information as
well as gome evidence on achievement impacts. A second reflected an exem-
plary, longitudinal design that should provide both impact evidence and
other locally useful information In future years, slthough data were not
available in time for this report. The third provided an excellent analy=-
sis and diacussicon o¢f the evalustion 1ssues and problems, but problems
beyond the control of the evaluator precluded any impact evidence snd
severely limited the value of the evaluation for any local purposes. Two
additional reperts showed noteworthy attempts to establish appropriate

designs that may well produce valuable information in future years.

Problems among the remaining reports included incomplete information
about=-{a) student characteristics, (b) numbers of students, and {c) tests
and levels in use. Many reports also used inappropriate scales (e.g .
grade=equivalent scores) and inappropriate evaluation models {e.g., post-
test minus pretest) (Horst, Tallmadge, and Wood, 1975}, In fact, some
reports reflected major problems in every one of the seven areas discussed

above.




These problems, however, sre not Deculiar to the 19 field-test

sites or to bilinRus)=pProfram evalustions. In fset, in our experience,
they are typiecal of all local evaluastionas of all types of programs, whe~

ther conducted by LEA evalustors or outside consultants. W2 were somewhat
surprised by the deficiencies in the PIP-field-test=-site reports, becsuse
we had known snd worked with the evaluators for two yesrs, and knew most
of them to be highly competent professionsls. In addition, RMC had pro-
vided guidelinea that, i1f followa2d, would have eliminsted many of the
problems with the reporta. The queation is—--What accounts for the defi-
ciencies in these (and most other) LEA evelustion reporta?

In speculating as to the anawer, it is eissentisl to keep two key
points in mind:

the quality of these reports ias no yorse thsn asverage. The
quality of most evalustion reporte is low. This 1is not s prob-

lem of bilinguasl education or of these 19 LEAs.

the evalustors in most of these sites were highly skilled. In

many casea, it Is safe to sssume that they knew and underatood

the wesknesses of the reportas.

In some sites, there were obvious ressons for the problems (e.g., the
evalustors resigning before the reports were completed). In moat cases,
however, we believe thast the ressons were of a different kind, snd that
they have profound implications for the evelustion of sll types of feder=~
ally funded, educstion progrsms. We believe thst st least three factors

are Involved:

o Lack of evalustor time. Moat evaluators had only a8 few days
to do tasks that would require weeks to complete properly.
There sppesrs to be s bacic lack of underatanding on the part
of loc4?! and funding~agency personnel.of the complexity of eval-

vation tasks.




Conflicting., inappropriate and impossible demands. Local, fed-

eral, and other regulations are ofien conflicting. In addition,

these regulations may call for inappropriate procedures {(e.g.,

grade equivalencs) or set unrealistic goals (e.g., Impact evalu-

ation). Consequently, the evaluator 1s often faced with a task

that could not be done correctly, even 1f the time were avallable.

e Hon~use of reports by funding agencies. Site personnel haye no
indi.ation that their reports are carefully read or that the re-
sults are used for decision making purposes by the egencies re-
questing the reports.

In summary, it 18 not surprising that the local evaluator, frustrated
by lack of tfme and impossible demands, and reasonably certain that the
report will go unread by any critical, technically sophisticated augience,
produces reports that are less than adequate.




3.3 Substudy II Conclusions and Recommendations

3.3.1 "Impact-Evaluation Credibility" versus "Program Effectiveness"

The lack of credible impact results should not be construed as a
criticism of either the field-test—-site Drograms or evaluations. The
concluaion reached by RMC was that impact evaluation of a new bilingual

program is extremely difficult in most LEAs and would require istablish-
ing an elaborate, district-wide evaluation system several years in advanca

of inmtaliing the new program. At a miniowm, consistent baseline data for
all students would be required, both before and after the ptart of the new

program. The combined expertise of the RMC staff and the 19 local evalu-

ators could do nothing to change thls situation.

At the same time, the programg established in the field-test sites

may very well have had positive impacts on student achievement., The con~-
clusion of thz study is that most of the evaluations provided no informa-

tion, positive or negative, abotut how these gtudents would have performed
in the absence of the new programs.

3.3.2 Selection of Educational Practices for Diffusion

The apparent impact on student achievement is not a sufficient cri-
terion for selecting practices (bilingual or nther) for diffusion. User
satisfaction and applicability in other LEAs are of primary concern to

adopter sites, and should be considered first.

Hlowever, most practices selected on the bagis of the latter criteria
cannot be expected to have a major impact on achievement in the target
LEAs, and such practices probably do not justify very expensive diffuaion
efforts. Before glaborate efforts to diffuse specific praccices are
undertaken, the actual impact thar could be expected in various contexts

should be determined through careful research.




3.3.3 Evaluation of Diffusion-System Impacts

Performance—-level eval ationg are of major importance to LEAs but
are of little relevance in diffusion studies. Ideally, impact evaluation
(t.e., the determination of changes due to new practices) should be yged

to determine the yltimate value of a diffusion system.

However, given the current state-of-the-art, impact evaluaticn
(of bilingual or other programs)} is impossible in most school di-tricts,

because the required baseline data are not available. Therefore:

Field tests of diffusion systems should be restricted to pro-
cess evaluations designed to determine whether or not the in-

tended practices are implemented.

The assescsment of actual impacts ghould be determined under care-
fully controlled conditione in carefully selected school dis-
tricts, Before undertaking such assessments, implementation of
the practices and availability of appropriate comparison data
should be assured. Due consideration for the generalizability

of the results should also be reguired.

3.3.4 Broader Implications for Program Eygluation

Evaluation requirements established by LEAs, SEAs, and federal agen-

cles should be reconsidered in terms of whether:

® The requirements can be met

® The resalts will be used

For those evaluations that are both ugeful and feasible:

¢ Adequate guldelines ghould be developed
¢ Adequate funds should be provided

¢ Adherence to sound procedures should be required

In particular, consideration should be given to--(a) establishing
long-term data collection and storage procedures, and (b} the reporting

of longitudinal data on 2 less-than—-annual basis.
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3.4 Substudy I1 Product: A Preliminary-Draft Bvaluation Manual

The major product of the impsct substudy is a collection of guide-
lines and worksheets that were developed by RMC for the field-test sites

during the astudy in an attempt to solve problems in the seven problem
areas discussed above. These guldelines and workeheets have been orga-
nized i-to a preliminary-draft evsluation manual dealing with performance-~
level snd impact issues. The manual does pot cover process evaluatiom,

monitoring of student progress aund other important evaluation topics.

The preliminary draft manual emphasizes realistic sclutions (or par-

tisl solutions) rather than theoretical principles. It is intended as
input to developing a set of highly specific and practical guidelines for

generating useful, local evaluations of gi.dent achievement in bilingual

programs. Such a manual could be used together with a brocess evslustion
Rpanual to develop a complete bilingual=-program evaluation.
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